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Input Field Entered

SERIAL NUMBER 86535608

LAW OFFICE ASSIGNED LAW OFFICE 113

MARK SECTION

MARK http://tmng-al.uspto.gov/resting2/api/img/86535608/large

LITERAL ELEMENT BOYLSTON

STANDARD CHARACTERS YES

USPTO-GENERATED IMAGE YES

MARK STATEMENT
The mark consists of standard characters, without claim to any particular font style,
size or color.

ARGUMENT(S)

The applicant respectfully submits for reconsideration after the final Office Action dated Feb. 04, 2016 citing a likelihood of confusion, and
also respectfully appeals to the Board in favor of publication.

The applicant’s mark, BOYLSTON, is for the goods “hats; jackets; socks; sweatshirts; t-shirts; and tank tops” in International Class 25.

The registrant’s mark, BOYLSTON TRADING CO., is for the services “on-line retail store featuring clothing, footwear, watches, wallets,
hats, bags, undergarments, jewelry, and accessories” in International Class 35.

As provided in the applicant’s first response, the registrant stated that they do not market a connection to the Boylston Street that the
examining attorney continues to reference. See registrant’s TEAS Request Reconsideration after FOA dated Jan. 06, 2012. “III. THERE IS
NO ASSOCIATION BETWEEN BOYLSTON STREET AND THE ONLINE RETAIL STORE SERVICES IDENTIFIED IN THE
APPLICATION”.

Therefore, there is no similar commercial impression regarding this brand and online store via the referenced street.

Considering the registrant has a listed address on said street, it cannot be concluded that the examining attorney was aware of any street named
Boylston prior to seeing the address of the registrant. When asked during a phone call from the applicant on June 26, 2015 why Boylston, MA
is also now being questioned in an email to the applicant, the examining attorney replied, “I did not see that until later,” meaning the town is
not generally known and was found by coincidence while searching.

Boylston, MA was not included in the examining attorney’s first Office Action dated May 21, 2015, only in an email dated June 26, 2015.

Boylston, MA is actually mentioned at the top of the Boylston Street Wikipedia page the examining attorney referenced in their first Office
Action, which means even though he recently viewed that page he still did not see or retain that information. So consumers nationwide aren’t
going to retain a street name from a news story years ago.

It also cannot be concluded that the examining attorney for the registrant even had previous knowledge of that Boylston Street prior to seeing
the registrant’s listed owner address actually being on that street.

There are streets and towns named Boylston all over the country and world. Consumers near any of these other locations would possibly think
of those locations, but not necessarily form a connection. Consumers in Cambridge, MA attending Harvard would possibly think of Boylston
Hall, but not think the goods must be connected or produced there.

Wikipedia pages are created and maintained by the general public. Although Wikipedia has found itself at the top of most search results, these



pages wouldn’t be found unless searched for, meaning prior knowledge would need to be had of what is being searched. A search for
BOYLSTON CLOTHING would not return results for a Boylston Street Wikipedia page. Also, the information on them is not always reliable.

The Boylston Street being referenced is not a major east-west route through the city of Boston, MA, it is two miles long through one
neighborhood, the Back Bay, shorter than Boylston Avenue in Seattle, WA. Boylston Street in Boston only goes to 1420 addresses, Boylston
Avenue in Seattle has hundreds more. There are also over 20 more different Boylston Streets in eastern MA alone. At any time, Wikipedia
pages can be generated for them.

In their FOA, the examining attorney stated, “In the applicant’s response to the examining attorney’s first Office action, applicant asserted
that consumers would not be confused as to if the applicant’s goods originate from BOYLSTON Street in Boston, Massachusetts.” The
applicant actually stated, “It is noted that the registrant owner does have an address on said street, but it is not a storefront where goods are
sold. This is the address of the corporation that owns the service mark, and is of a different name than registrant’s service mark. Consumers
would not be confused to think applicant’s goods derive from this location, as it has neither name on the exterior, and is merely an office
building.”

Since the registrant's service has no connection to this Boylston Street, the applicant would still not have the same commercial impression even
if their goods did have a connection to that street.

The examining attorney has not provided any evidence as to what consumers actually think of when they see the mark BOYLSTON, in any
region of the country. There is no evidence stating consumers would actually believe there is a connection between any of those places with
the applicant’s goods. The mark does not contain any descriptive words of a location, such as a state name, or the word “street.”

This is an application for a U.S. trademark. The listed address on the application does not mean this mark is for use only in that general area.
To mention only two places containing the word BOYLSTON in the same state of the owner’s address is not relevant.

Registration 4827894 is a logo of the exact street signs that appear on the Wikipedia page for the Boylston Street being referenced by the
examining attorney, with a listed owner’s address only a short distance away. The intersection of Hereford St and Boylston St is also less than
a mile away from the registrant. That same logo can also be found in the storefront window of an article photo the examining attorney attached
as evidence in their FOA. The owner even has the word “packaging” in their name. However, the examining attorney for that mark did not
issue an Office Action, an amendment, or find a likelihood of confusion to exist with BOYLSTON TRADING CO.

Based on this fact alone, it would be a complete contradiction to in turn deny the applicant's mark because of a likelihood of confusion.

Notice on the dictionary page from wordnik.com that the examining attorney provided, there is no mention of either of the two locations in
question. In fact, one of the examples uses Boylston as someone’s first name, similar to a brand name. Clothing brand names are often not
words from a dictionary. There is also no need or rule for a further connection to be made or exist other than this is simply a brand name of
clothing.

The first word of these marks being spelled the same way does not mean the sound and appearance of these marks are the same, and where
they would appear is also not the same. The registrant’s mark would appear only at the top of a website as a title. The applicant’s mark would
appear on tags of clothing, along with their website. Regardless of the registrant being able to format their mark in any way, TRADING CO. is
still a part of the mark and will still be there, making it visually much longer. TRADING, being the center word, is arguably more dominant,
especially since the brand was often referred to just as THE TRADE via their own website and by consumers. Consumers often refer to a
service type rather than a company name.

The examining attorney stated, “Applicant acknowledged in his response that the terms TRADING CO. are ‘significantly descriptive’ of the
registrant’s services. See applicant’s response on June 8, 2015.” The applicant stated TRADING CO. are significantly descriptive of a
service, not of the services they actually offer. The applicant continues to state, “Mark itself does not suggest clothing is part of the service or
lead one to believe that goods will be branded as such.” TRADING CO. is not a usual descriptive term for a clothing store or brand. It is more
descriptive of a stock trading company.

Examining attorney continues, “The wording of a mark does not dictate the goods or services actually offered by an applicant or registrant.” If
the words in a mark describe the goods or services, than it does dictate what is being offered. TRADING CO. does not definitively describe a
clothing store, thus distinguishing itself from being confused with the applicant’s clothing brand.

No consumer would type in a search bar BOYLSTON TRADING CO. before BOYLSTON CLOTHING when searching for the applicant’s
clothing. In fact, if they did, BOYLSTON TRADING CO CLOSED would be a suggestion for them.

The registrant’s mark is only for online retail, thus limiting any confusion to occur only on the internet, mainly searches. The examining
attorney has not produced any evidence of searches that have conflicted or would show confusion between the applicant’s mark and the
registrant’s mark. There was no evidence attached of any searches for BOYLSTON CLOTHING that produced results for the registrant



BOYLSTON TRADING CO.

The trademark examining attorney has also attached evidence from the USPTO’s X-Search database consisting of a number of third-party
marks registered for use in connection with the same or similar goods as those of both the applicant and registrant in this case. This evidence
shows that the goods listed therein, namely “online retail services” and various articles of clothing, are of a kind that may emanate from a
single source under a single mark. “May” being the operative word. All this evidence shows is that those marks operate that way. It also does
not mean that consumers don’t understand the difference between a brand and a store, or the difference between the applicant's mark and the
registrant's mark.

The examining attorney stated in their FOA: “When a consumer wants to purchase L.L. BEAN clothing, while they can use a variety of
different retails services, there is an expectation of the consumer that the clothing can be bought through the L.L. Bean website. Therefore,
when a consumer sees the BOYLSTON clothing brand, there is an expectation by that consumer to be able to purchase the clothing online
through the clothing’s producer. When a consumer then searches for the applicant’s brand online and finds the online retailer BOYLSTON
TRADING CO., that consumer would be confused and expect that the BOYLSTON brand of clothing is made available online through the
BOYLSTON TRADING CO.”

Consumers can find and purchase the applicant’s clothing online directly through the clothing’s producer.

L.L. Bean cannot be found at a variety of different retail services. L.L. Bean is exclusive to L.L. Bean. This was noted to the examining
attorney by the applicant in their first response. “All except L.L. Bean sell their trademark clothing at hundreds of other dealers or retailers
online and offline ... Manufacturers that sell their goods only under the same name, like L.L. Bean, also exist,” referring to the examining
attorney’s list of brands available under the same service mark. L.L. Bean was the only example given that cannot be found at other retailers.

The applicant listed several domains that they own in their second response that were also not acknowledged or replied to by the examining
attorney in their FOA, including: shop.justinhaggerty.com, boylstontrademark.com, boylstonclothing.com, boylstonclothingco.com,
boylstonclothingcompany.com, boylstonofficial.com, and officialboylston.com.

Additionally, there is no evidence showing the applicant’s clothing would even need to be searched for.

Brands do not need to be searched for online via a search engine. The examining attorney listed four brands and their websites in the first
Office Action, and eleven more examples in their FOA, and they are all the brand’s name followed by “.com.” Consumers wanting to go to
their site would just type in the brand name followed by “.com” in the address bar.

A consumer seeing the applicant’s clothing and wanting to find it online would type in the address bar boylstonclothing.com or search for
BOYLSTON CLOTHING, not boylstontradingco.com or BOYLSTON TRADING CO.

If both boylstonclothing.com and boylstontradingco.com did appear in search results for a consumer trying to find one of the applicant’s
shirts, they would click on boylstonclothing.com in their search results.

Also, depending on the search engine and other factors, consumers may not find information on either one, thus eliminating even further any
likelihood of confusion.

The point of the applicant sharing that the registrant’s clothing aspect did not focus on printed graphics, it focused on cut and sew pieces and
at much higher price points, was that people would not see the applicant’s goods and believe they came from the registrant, assuming they
already know of the registrant’s online store. See evidence attached to Jan. 15, 2016 response. Consumers are not looking at their trademark
registration to see that it just vaguely says “on-line retail store featuring clothing,” they are only seeing how they advertise and market to
them. The entire campaign of that online store was cut and sew pieces by various other companies, not their own, and at much higher price
points. Seeing the applicant’s printed graphics on $30-$60 items would not make consumers believe they came from the registrant, again,
assuming they even know of the registrant’s online store already. Had the consumer seen and clicked on boylstontradingco.com, they would
not find any clothing labeled BOYLSTON. BOYLSTON TRADING CO. was a retailer of other various brands, not their own, and not of the
applicant. BOYLSTON would not be impressed upon the mind of a purchaser when making purchasing decisions from registrant’s online
store because the goods for sale would not be labeled BOYLSTON.

The examining attorney stated, “The issue is not if a likelihood of confusion exists between particular goods and services, but if a likelihood of
confusion as to the source or sponsorship of those goods and services exists.” The applicant has stated and shown an overwhelming amount of
evidence in respect to this, such as using their own name and other trademarks in connection with the brand, professionally labeling their
products, numerous domains, including a website on tags, and a retailer stock list where their goods are made available. (BOYLSTON
TRADING CO. is not one of them.)

Because the applicant advertises and brands BOYLSTON merchandise coinciding with their own name and marks, and because BOYLSTON
TRADING CO. advertised as a retailer of other brands, consumers are not likely to be confused as to the source of goods. The applicant has



taken all necessary steps beyond what already differentiates their mark to protect against confusion, and reverse confusion, with any other
brand or store.

Examining attorney made a significant typo in their final Office Action, stating, “In the applicant’s second response the applicant asserts that
he has been using the mark for several years and that confusion has existed since that use began.” The applicant stated no confusion has ever
existed in all the years the mark has been in use, including in proximity to the registrant’s headquarters. The lack of evidence of any confusion
for this amount of time is sufficient enough to suggest confusion will not exist in the future between these two marks, and is credited to all the
arguments and evidence listed herein above and in the applicant’s previous responses.

The information provided by the applicant regarding the registrant stating they are no longer using the mark was not meant to be collateral or
an attack, it is the most priority argument. The applicant understands that arguments and evidence such as information or statements regarding
a registrant’s non-use of its mark are not relevant unless proceeding before the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board to cancel the cited
registration. However, as stated in their first response, the applicant does not agree that if this service was in operation it would likely confuse
consumers to use the applied-for trademark based on all of the other information presented.
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Request for Reconsideration after Final Action
To the Commissioner for Trademarks:

Application serial no. 86535608 BOYLSTON(Standard Characters, see http://tmng-al.uspto.gov/resting2/api/img/86535608/large) has been
amended as follows:

ARGUMENT(S)
In response to the substantive refusal(s), please note the following:

The applicant respectfully submits for reconsideration after the final Office Action dated Feb. 04, 2016 citing a likelihood of confusion, and also
respectfully appeals to the Board in favor of publication.

The applicant’s mark, BOYLSTON, is for the goods “hats; jackets; socks; sweatshirts; t-shirts; and tank tops” in International Class 25.

The registrant’s mark, BOYLSTON TRADING CO., is for the services “on-line retail store featuring clothing, footwear, watches, wallets, hats,
bags, undergarments, jewelry, and accessories” in International Class 35.

As provided in the applicant’s first response, the registrant stated that they do not market a connection to the Boylston Street that the examining
attorney continues to reference. See registrant’s TEAS Request Reconsideration after FOA dated Jan. 06, 2012. “III. THERE IS NO
ASSOCIATION BETWEEN BOYLSTON STREET AND THE ONLINE RETAIL STORE SERVICES IDENTIFIED IN THE
APPLICATION”.

Therefore, there is no similar commercial impression regarding this brand and online store via the referenced street.

Considering the registrant has a listed address on said street, it cannot be concluded that the examining attorney was aware of any street named
Boylston prior to seeing the address of the registrant. When asked during a phone call from the applicant on June 26, 2015 why Boylston, MA is
also now being questioned in an email to the applicant, the examining attorney replied, “I did not see that until later,” meaning the town is not
generally known and was found by coincidence while searching.

Boylston, MA was not included in the examining attorney’s first Office Action dated May 21, 2015, only in an email dated June 26, 2015.

Boylston, MA is actually mentioned at the top of the Boylston Street Wikipedia page the examining attorney referenced in their first Office
Action, which means even though he recently viewed that page he still did not see or retain that information. So consumers nationwide aren’t
going to retain a street name from a news story years ago.

It also cannot be concluded that the examining attorney for the registrant even had previous knowledge of that Boylston Street prior to seeing the
registrant’s listed owner address actually being on that street.



There are streets and towns named Boylston all over the country and world. Consumers near any of these other locations would possibly think of
those locations, but not necessarily form a connection. Consumers in Cambridge, MA attending Harvard would possibly think of Boylston Hall,
but not think the goods must be connected or produced there.

Wikipedia pages are created and maintained by the general public. Although Wikipedia has found itself at the top of most search results, these
pages wouldn’t be found unless searched for, meaning prior knowledge would need to be had of what is being searched. A search for
BOYLSTON CLOTHING would not return results for a Boylston Street Wikipedia page. Also, the information on them is not always reliable.

The Boylston Street being referenced is not a major east-west route through the city of Boston, MA, it is two miles long through one
neighborhood, the Back Bay, shorter than Boylston Avenue in Seattle, WA. Boylston Street in Boston only goes to 1420 addresses, Boylston
Avenue in Seattle has hundreds more. There are also over 20 more different Boylston Streets in eastern MA alone. At any time, Wikipedia pages
can be generated for them.

In their FOA, the examining attorney stated, “In the applicant’s response to the examining attorney’s first Office action, applicant asserted that
consumers would not be confused as to if the applicant’s goods originate from BOYLSTON Street in Boston, Massachusetts.” The applicant
actually stated, “It is noted that the registrant owner does have an address on said street, but it is not a storefront where goods are sold. This is the
address of the corporation that owns the service mark, and is of a different name than registrant’s service mark. Consumers would not be
confused to think applicant’s goods derive from this location, as it has neither name on the exterior, and is merely an office building.”

Since the registrant's service has no connection to this Boylston Street, the applicant would still not have the same commercial impression even if
their goods did have a connection to that street.

The examining attorney has not provided any evidence as to what consumers actually think of when they see the mark BOYLSTON, in any
region of the country. There is no evidence stating consumers would actually believe there is a connection between any of those places with the
applicant’s goods. The mark does not contain any descriptive words of a location, such as a state name, or the word “street.”

This is an application for a U.S. trademark. The listed address on the application does not mean this mark is for use only in that general area. To
mention only two places containing the word BOYLSTON in the same state of the owner’s address is not relevant.

Registration 4827894 is a logo of the exact street signs that appear on the Wikipedia page for the Boylston Street being referenced by the
examining attorney, with a listed owner’s address only a short distance away. The intersection of Hereford St and Boylston St is also less than a
mile away from the registrant. That same logo can also be found in the storefront window of an article photo the examining attorney attached as
evidence in their FOA. The owner even has the word “packaging” in their name. However, the examining attorney for that mark did not issue an
Office Action, an amendment, or find a likelihood of confusion to exist with BOYLSTON TRADING CO.

Based on this fact alone, it would be a complete contradiction to in turn deny the applicant's mark because of a likelihood of confusion.

Notice on the dictionary page from wordnik.com that the examining attorney provided, there is no mention of either of the two locations in
question. In fact, one of the examples uses Boylston as someone’s first name, similar to a brand name. Clothing brand names are often not words
from a dictionary. There is also no need or rule for a further connection to be made or exist other than this is simply a brand name of clothing.

The first word of these marks being spelled the same way does not mean the sound and appearance of these marks are the same, and where they
would appear is also not the same. The registrant’s mark would appear only at the top of a website as a title. The applicant’s mark would appear
on tags of clothing, along with their website. Regardless of the registrant being able to format their mark in any way, TRADING CO. is still a
part of the mark and will still be there, making it visually much longer. TRADING, being the center word, is arguably more dominant, especially
since the brand was often referred to just as THE TRADE via their own website and by consumers. Consumers often refer to a service type rather
than a company name.

The examining attorney stated, “Applicant acknowledged in his response that the terms TRADING CO. are ‘significantly descriptive’ of the
registrant’s services. See applicant’s response on June 8, 2015.” The applicant stated TRADING CO. are significantly descriptive of a service,
not of the services they actually offer. The applicant continues to state, “Mark itself does not suggest clothing is part of the service or lead one to
believe that goods will be branded as such.” TRADING CO. is not a usual descriptive term for a clothing store or brand. It is more descriptive of
a stock trading company.

Examining attorney continues, “The wording of a mark does not dictate the goods or services actually offered by an applicant or registrant.” If
the words in a mark describe the goods or services, than it does dictate what is being offered. TRADING CO. does not definitively describe a
clothing store, thus distinguishing itself from being confused with the applicant’s clothing brand.

No consumer would type in a search bar BOYLSTON TRADING CO. before BOYLSTON CLOTHING when searching for the applicant’s
clothing. In fact, if they did, BOYLSTON TRADING CO CLOSED would be a suggestion for them.



The registrant’s mark is only for online retail, thus limiting any confusion to occur only on the internet, mainly searches. The examining attorney
has not produced any evidence of searches that have conflicted or would show confusion between the applicant’s mark and the registrant’s
mark. There was no evidence attached of any searches for BOYLSTON CLOTHING that produced results for the registrant BOYLSTON
TRADING CO.

The trademark examining attorney has also attached evidence from the USPTO’s X-Search database consisting of a number of third-party marks
registered for use in connection with the same or similar goods as those of both the applicant and registrant in this case. This evidence shows that
the goods listed therein, namely “online retail services” and various articles of clothing, are of a kind that may emanate from a single source
under a single mark. “May” being the operative word. All this evidence shows is that those marks operate that way. It also does not mean that
consumers don’t understand the difference between a brand and a store, or the difference between the applicant's mark and the registrant's mark.

The examining attorney stated in their FOA: “When a consumer wants to purchase L.L. BEAN clothing, while they can use a variety of different
retails services, there is an expectation of the consumer that the clothing can be bought through the L.L. Bean website. Therefore, when a
consumer sees the BOYLSTON clothing brand, there is an expectation by that consumer to be able to purchase the clothing online through the
clothing’s producer. When a consumer then searches for the applicant’s brand online and finds the online retailer BOYLSTON TRADING CO.,
that consumer would be confused and expect that the BOYLSTON brand of clothing is made available online through the BOYLSTON
TRADING CO.”

Consumers can find and purchase the applicant’s clothing online directly through the clothing’s producer.

L.L. Bean cannot be found at a variety of different retail services. L.L. Bean is exclusive to L.L. Bean. This was noted to the examining attorney
by the applicant in their first response. “All except L.L. Bean sell their trademark clothing at hundreds of other dealers or retailers online and
offline ... Manufacturers that sell their goods only under the same name, like L.L. Bean, also exist,” referring to the examining attorney’s list of
brands available under the same service mark. L.L. Bean was the only example given that cannot be found at other retailers.

The applicant listed several domains that they own in their second response that were also not acknowledged or replied to by the examining
attorney in their FOA, including: shop.justinhaggerty.com, boylstontrademark.com, boylstonclothing.com, boylstonclothingco.com,
boylstonclothingcompany.com, boylstonofficial.com, and officialboylston.com.

Additionally, there is no evidence showing the applicant’s clothing would even need to be searched for.

Brands do not need to be searched for online via a search engine. The examining attorney listed four brands and their websites in the first Office
Action, and eleven more examples in their FOA, and they are all the brand’s name followed by “.com.” Consumers wanting to go to their site
would just type in the brand name followed by “.com” in the address bar.

A consumer seeing the applicant’s clothing and wanting to find it online would type in the address bar boylstonclothing.com or search for
BOYLSTON CLOTHING, not boylstontradingco.com or BOYLSTON TRADING CO.

If both boylstonclothing.com and boylstontradingco.com did appear in search results for a consumer trying to find one of the applicant’s shirts,
they would click on boylstonclothing.com in their search results.

Also, depending on the search engine and other factors, consumers may not find information on either one, thus eliminating even further any
likelihood of confusion.

The point of the applicant sharing that the registrant’s clothing aspect did not focus on printed graphics, it focused on cut and sew pieces and at
much higher price points, was that people would not see the applicant’s goods and believe they came from the registrant, assuming they already
know of the registrant’s online store. See evidence attached to Jan. 15, 2016 response. Consumers are not looking at their trademark registration
to see that it just vaguely says “on-line retail store featuring clothing,” they are only seeing how they advertise and market to them. The entire
campaign of that online store was cut and sew pieces by various other companies, not their own, and at much higher price points. Seeing the
applicant’s printed graphics on $30-$60 items would not make consumers believe they came from the registrant, again, assuming they even
know of the registrant’s online store already. Had the consumer seen and clicked on boylstontradingco.com, they would not find any clothing
labeled BOYLSTON. BOYLSTON TRADING CO. was a retailer of other various brands, not their own, and not of the applicant. BOYLSTON
would not be impressed upon the mind of a purchaser when making purchasing decisions from registrant’s online store because the goods for
sale would not be labeled BOYLSTON.

The examining attorney stated, “The issue is not if a likelihood of confusion exists between particular goods and services, but if a likelihood of
confusion as to the source or sponsorship of those goods and services exists.” The applicant has stated and shown an overwhelming amount of
evidence in respect to this, such as using their own name and other trademarks in connection with the brand, professionally labeling their
products, numerous domains, including a website on tags, and a retailer stock list where their goods are made available. (BOYLSTON
TRADING CO. is not one of them.)



Because the applicant advertises and brands BOYLSTON merchandise coinciding with their own name and marks, and because BOYLSTON
TRADING CO. advertised as a retailer of other brands, consumers are not likely to be confused as to the source of goods. The applicant has
taken all necessary steps beyond what already differentiates their mark to protect against confusion, and reverse confusion, with any other brand
or store.

Examining attorney made a significant typo in their final Office Action, stating, “In the applicant’s second response the applicant asserts that he
has been using the mark for several years and that confusion has existed since that use began.” The applicant stated no confusion has ever existed
in all the years the mark has been in use, including in proximity to the registrant’s headquarters. The lack of evidence of any confusion for this
amount of time is sufficient enough to suggest confusion will not exist in the future between these two marks, and is credited to all the arguments
and evidence listed herein above and in the applicant’s previous responses.

The information provided by the applicant regarding the registrant stating they are no longer using the mark was not meant to be collateral or an
attack, it is the most priority argument. The applicant understands that arguments and evidence such as information or statements regarding a
registrant’s non-use of its mark are not relevant unless proceeding before the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board to cancel the cited registration.
However, as stated in their first response, the applicant does not agree that if this service was in operation it would likely confuse consumers to
use the applied-for trademark based on all of the other information presented.

EVIDENCE
Evidence in the nature of 1: Registrant Request Reconsideration, 2: Registrant Street, 3-5: Boylston, MA, Street Signs, 6-7: Hereford
St Boylston St, 8-13: Wikipedia, Other Locations, 14-15: The Trade, 16: Search Suggestion, 17-19: Boylston St, Boylston Ave Maps,
20: Brand Names ".com" has been attached. Evidence-1
Evidence-2
Evidence-3
Evidence-4
Evidence-5
Evidence-6
Evidence-7
Evidence-8
Evidence-9
Evidence-10
Evidence-11
Evidence-12
Evidence-13
Evidence-14
Evidence-15
Evidence-16
Evidence-17
Evidence-18
Evidence-19
Evidence-20

SIGNATURE(S)
Request for Reconsideration Signature
Signature: /JH/     Date: 08/04/2016
Signatory's Name: Justin Haggerty
Signatory's Position: Owner

The signatory has confirmed that he/she is not represented by either an authorized attorney or Canadian attorney/agent, and that he/she is either:
(1) the owner/holder ; or (2) a person(s) with legal authority to bind the owner/holder; and if an authorized U.S. attorney or Canadian
attorney/agent previously represented him/her in this matter, either he/she has filed a signed revocation of power of attorney with the USPTO or
the USPTO has granted the request of his/her prior representative to withdraw.

The applicant is filing a Notice of Appeal in conjunction with this Request for Reconsideration.
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